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REMARKS 

■ Claims 1-8, 10, 11 14-28 and 31 are currently pending; 

■ All claims stand rejected; 

■ Claims 1, 20, 26 and 27 are amended. 

■ Claim 32 is new. 

■ No new matter has been added. 

■ Of the pending claims, claims 1, 14, 20, 26, and 27, are 

independent; 

■ Claims 1-8, 10, 11 14-28 and 32 are in condition for 
allowance as a result of this response. 

1. New Claim 

Claim 32 has been added. Support for claim 32 can be found, at least, 
at paragraph [0060] of the specification. No new matter has been added. 

2. Claim Rejections - Section 103 

Claims 1-8, 10, 11 20, 26-28 and 31 

Claims 1-8, 10, 11 20, 26-28, and 31 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§103 (a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,641,484 to Oles et al. 
(hereinafter " Oles ") in view of Rafaeli (US 6,755,741). Specifically, the 
Examiner asserted that Oles discloses "Oles teaches a method, comprising 
processing the game play information to determine a message (see figs. 3 
and 5; col. 8, lines 35-47; col. 10, lines 53-62; col. 16, line 48-col. 17, line 
4); and transmitting the message to a player of the gaming device (see col. 
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16, lines 55-60 and col. 17, lines 4-7). However, Oles et al fails to teach 
deriving game play information from a gaming device absent direct 
communication with a component of the gaming device. Rafaeli teaches 
deriving game play information from a gaming device absent direct 
communication with a component of the gaming device (see fig. 8A; col. 9, 
lines 3-10)."" ( Office Action , page 2, section 3). 

Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection for the reasons set forth 
below. 

It is well settled that, as stated at MPEP §2143, "To establish a prima 
facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be met. First, there must 
be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or in 
the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to 
modify the reference or to combine reference teachings. Second, there must 
be a reasonable expectation of success. Finally, the prior art reference (or 
references when combined) must teach or suggest all the claim 
limitations." (emphasis added). 

Applicants assert that the combination of Oles and Rafaeli . such a 
combination neither suggested nor deemed appropriate, does not teach or 
suggest the following feature of claim 1 as currently amended: 

■ comparing the derived data to data stored in a memory of a 
computing device to identify the occurrence of a 
predetermined game play event to determine a message 

Applicants note that claim 1 has been amended to more clearly recite 

comparing the derived data to data stored in a memory of a computing 
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device to identify the occurrence of a predetermined game play event to 
determine a message. No new matter has been added. 

Applicants assert that Oles fails to teach this element. Applicants 
further note that, as discussed more fully below with reference to the 
rejection of claim 14, the Examiner stated that "However, Rafaeli does not 
explicitly teach comparing the captured data to data stored in memory of a 
computing device to identify the occurrence of a predetermined game play 
event [.]" Applicants further note that, with reference to the rejection of 
claim 14, the Examiner asserts that Meadows teaches this general element of 
claims 1 and 14, while further attempting to combine the teachings of 
Meadows with Rafaeli . As discussed more fully below, such a combination 
is inappropriate. It is therefore evident that neither Oles nor Rafaeli teach 
this element of claim 1 and, as a result, claim 1 is in condition for allowance. 

Applicants note that all of claims 2-8, 10 and 11 depend upon claim 1, 
incorporate all of the elements and limitations of claim 1 and, for the reasons 
discussed above, are likewise in condition for allowance. Applicants further 
note that claim 20, 26 and 27 have been amended to recite language similar 
to that of claim 1 and discussed above. For the reasons discussed above, 
claims 20, 26 and 27 are likewise in condition for allowance. As claims 28 
and 31 depend upon claims 26 and 27 and incorporate all of the elements 
and limitations of claims 28 and 31, for the reasons discussed above, claims 
28 and 31are likewise in condition for allowance. 

Claims 14 and 15 

Claims 14 and 15 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Rafaeli in view of Meadows et al (US 
2002/0082775)(Hereinafter, " Meadows "). 
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Specifically, the Examiner asserted that " Rafaeli teaches a method, 
comprising: capturing game play data displayed on a display component of a 
gaming device, the capturing being independent from the operation of the 
gaming device (see fig. 8A; col. 9, lines 3-10); determining, based on the 
comparing, a message corresponding to the predetermined event / 'WINS' 
and 'LOSSES' (see col. 9, lines 20-25); and transmitting the message to a 
player of the gaming device / 'WINS' and 'LOSSES' (see fig. 8B; col. 5, 
lines 36-45; col. 9, lines 20-25). However, Rafaeli does not explicitly teach 
comparing the captured data to data stored in memory of a computing device 
to identify the occurrence of a predetermined game play event[.] Meadows 
et al teach comparing the captured data to data stored in memory / known 
data and results of a computing device to identify the occurrence of a 
predetermined game play event (see par. [0178]). Therefore it would have 
been obvious to one of skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
incorporate the comparing in Meadows et al into the teaching of Rafaeli." 
( Office Action , page 7). 

Applicants respectfully assert that, contrary to the Examiner's 
assertion, Rafaeli does not teach the following feature of claim 14: 

• determining, based on the computing, a message corresponding 
to the predetermined event. 

Applicants agree with the Examiner that Rafaeli does not disclose 
comparing captured data to data stored in a memory as recited in claim 14. 
However, as there is disclosed no such comparing, there is therefore 
disclosed no subsequent determination of a message based upon such a 
comparison. In fact, the only disclosure of the method by which Rafaeli 
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determines a win or a loss is found at col. 1, lines 20-22 whereat it is recited 
"A data processor system 'automatically' credits the player for the 'wins' 
and debits the player for the 'losses' according to the specific game choice." 

Applicants further assert that even if one were to combine the 
teachings of Meadows with Rafaeli , such a combination neither suggested 
nor deemed appropriate, such a combination would fail to teach comparing 
the captured data to data stored in a memory of a computing device to 
identify the occurrence of a predetermined game play event as recited in 
claim 14. 

Meadows discloses, at the Examiner's citation to paragraph [0178], 
the following: 



A Mobile Golfer Dynamics Toolset (MGDT) that can allow the 
capture and analysis of GPS output data under varying 
conditions in one embodiment of the present invention tailors 
the GPS device to the motion dynamics of a mobile golfer. The 
MGDT implemented to support the development of one 
embodiment of the personal golfing assistant of the present 
invention is capable of capturing essential GPS data during both 
regular play and during the survey process with and without the 
eFilter adjustments previously described. This toolset is also 
able to compare captured data to precisely surveyed known 
points of reference and produce statistical summaries as well as 
visual graphical plots of the results. The motion dynamics of 
the handheld GPS, as well as the effects of using different 
tunable parameters, can be viewed. 

As is evident, Meadows nowhere teaches or otherwise suggests 
identifying the occurrence of a predetermined game play event from a 
comparison of captured data wherein the captured data comprises captured 
game play data displayed on a display component of a gaming device as 
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recited in claim 14. For all of these reasons, claim 14 is in condition for 
allowance. As claim 15 depends upon claim 14, it is likewise in condition 
for allowance. 
Claim 16 

Claim 16 stands rejected as being unpatentable over Rafaeli in view of 
Meadows and further in view of Oles . Specifically, the Examiner asserted 
that "... Oles et al. teaches wherein the camera is attached / mounted to the 
gaming device (see fig. 1; col. 5, lines 44-45). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to include wherein the camera is attached to the gaming device, as 
disclosed by Oles et al., and incorporated into Rafaeli in order to encompass 
the area of the buttons, coin acceptor and bill validator." ( Office Action , 
page 8, section 5). 

Applicants note that claim 16 depends upon allowable claim 14 and, 
for the reasons discussed above with reference to claim 14, is likewise in 
condition for allowance. 

Claims 17-19 

Claims 17-19 stand rejected as being unpatentable over Rafaeli in 
view of Meadows and further in view of Rowe (2003/0028480). 

Claims 17-19 are dependent from claim 14 and therefore include all of 
the limitations of claim 14. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that 
claims 17-19 are patentable at least for the same reasons as claim 14. 

Claims 21-25 

Claims 21-25 stand rejected as being obvious over Oles in view of 
Rafaeli and further in view of Rowe . 
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Claims 21-25 are dependent from claim 20 and therefore include all of 
the limitations of claim 20, including the one argued above as patentable 
over Oles in view of Rafaeli . Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit 
that claims 21-25 are patentable at least for the same reasons as claim 20. 
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Conclusion 

Accordingly, Applicants believe all of the pending claims are now 
allowable over the prior art of record, are in condition for allowance, and 
respectfully request their allowance. The Examiner's early examination and 
consideration are respectfully requested. If there are any questions regarding 
the present application, the Examiner is invited to contact Applicants' 
undersigned attorney using the information provided below. 

As this Amendment is filed within three months of shortened statutory 
time period for reply, a petition for a three month extension of time is 
enclosed herewith. Should any additional fee or fees be due at this time, 
please charge any fees that may be required for this Amendment to Deposit 
Account No. 50-0271. 

If the Examiner has any questions regarding this amendment or the 
present application, the Examiner is cordially requested to contact Jeffrey R. 
Ambroziak at telephone number (203) 461-7317 or via electronic mail at 
Jambroziak@walkerdigital.com. 



Respectfully submitted, 



April 30, 2008 



/Jeffrey R. Ambroziak. ReeM7.387/ 



Date 



Jeffrey R. Ambroziak 
Attorney for Applicants 
PTO Registration No. 47,387 
Walker Digital, LLC 
203.461.7317/phone 
203.461.7318/fax 
Jambroziak@walkerdigital.com 
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